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Abstract
Grain  legumes  are  considered  major  sources  of  dietary  proteins,  calories,  certain
minerals and vitamins, and they are the most widely cultivated and consumed crops
worldwide. Among them are the common beans, whose major production volumes
came from landraces cultivated in traditional farming systems. The objective of this
study was to evaluate the phenotypic diversity of a set of common bean landraces from
Mexico based on the agromorphological traits and nutritional composition of the grain
in the context of traditional farming systems. Different field and laboratory data were
collected and complemented with secondary information published in refereed journals
and research reports. The results showed that there are significant differences in the
morphological and physiological traits of the plant, pod and grain among groups of
common bean landraces of different geographic origins, which were associated with
different  indigenous  groups.  Similar  patterns  were  observed  in  the  contents  of
anthocyanins, polyphenols, flavoinds and minerals as well as antioxidant activity. In the
evaluated population groups in each region, there are outstanding populations in terms
of agromorphological traits and the nutritional value of the grain that can enable a
participatory breeding initiative guided by regional objectives. Some populations from
Sierra Norte, Oaxaca, presented higher values in Zn and Fe, and populations from
Estado de Mexico exhibited high polyphenol and flavonoid values but stable agronomic
behaviour.
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1. Introduction
The greatest genetic diversity of wild and cultivated beans is distributed throughout the
Americas  from  northern  Mexico  through  Central  America  and  the  Andes  to  northwest
Argentina [1]. Domesticated beans are commonly separated into Andean and Mesoamerican
genepools [2], but Mexico has been established as the centre of origin, diversification and
domestication of the common bean based on archaeological, ethnobotanical, morphological,
biochemical, genetic and isoenzyme evidence [3–6]. The distribution pathways of beans into
and across Europe were very complex and occurred through several introduction events from
the  New  World  combined  with  direct  exchange  between  European  and  Mediterranean
countries [5].
Currently, the common bean is distributed in Europe, Asia and Africa, where it presents
similarities to Andean and Mesoamerican genepools or forms hybrids between both gene‐
pools. For example, it was determined that there is a high hybridization frequency in central
Europe but low frequencies in Spain and Italy [5]. In Africa, the landraces are frequently
grouped into Andean and Mesoamerican genepools with few introgressions among these
groups [6], and this pattern of diversity was also detected in China and India [7, 8]. However,
the diversity of the common bean has been studied less in Asia and Africa than in Europe and
the Americas.
The landrace concept is useful for naming or distinguishing among cultivated varieties
through simple traits that are locally adapted to traditional farming systems [9]. In this context,
we use the landraces of the common bean as the unit of diversity of the farm or farm‐managed
population, which farmers select and sow during every crop cycle. In Latin America, the bean
landraces contribute 70–90% of the seed planted by farmers for the production of food grain
[10], and according to the Asian Pacific Seed Association, the seed saved by farmers accounts
for 80–90% of all of the seeds used in Asia [11]. Therefore, it is important to understand the
contribution of such landraces to phenotypic and genetic diversity as well as their contribution
to on‐farm conservation of diversity and traditional diets.
The phenotypic and genetic diversity of common bean landraces is typically evaluated through
morphological traits, phaseolin seed proteins, allozymes, the biochemical‐nutritional traits of
the grain and DNA markers, with the local populations that are preserved on‐farm as refer‐
ences, to describe the population structure, to understand diversification processes and
biogeographic distributions, and to define strategies for conservation and utilization [5, 6, 7,
12]. Farmers manipulate common bean populations through the use of the traits of the plants
or seeds, which influences the population structure as well as grain quality, i.e., chemical
composition [13]. Despite the increasing use of DNA‐based markers to estimate the genetic
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diversity of different landrace collections, the evaluation of phenotypic variation is still crucial
for determining the adaptation and agronomic potential as well as the breeding and nutritional
values of landraces.
South‐central Mexico is part of the Mesoamerican region that is considered one of the world’s
biodiversity hotspots, and 28 ethnic groups are concentrated in this region, including the
Otomi, Mazahua, Nahuatl, Popolucas, Zapoteco, Mixteco, Mixe, Amuzgo, Triqui, Mazateco,
Chinanteco, Mayas, Chontales, Huaves, Chatino, Cuicateco, Chontal, Tzetzal, Tzotzil, Purepe‐
cha, Totonaco, Ocuilteco and Matlazinca among others. Various studies of common bean in
this region have indicated that it contains the greatest genetic diversity of Phaseolus vulgaris in
a biocultural diversity context [14–16], a fact documented by the diversity hotspot designation
[17]. According to passport data from Mexican genebanks and genetic diversity studies, the
highest P. vulgaris genetic diversity is being preserved in the fields of indigenous farmers
distributed along the south‐central part of the region, which includes the Mesoamerican,
Jalisco and Durango races.
A wide variety of nutritional compounds with multiple positive effects for human health are
contained in bean seeds with the high contents of protein, fibre, polyphenols, flavonoids,
carotenoids, saponins, oligosaccharides, condensed tannins, lectins, trypsin inhibitors and
phytic acid considered to be the most important components. Polyphenols, anthocyanins and
flavonoids, among other phytochemical compounds, are particularly related with antioxidant
biological activities and preventive effects against cardiovascular or chronic degenerative
diseases, such as cancer, obesity and diabetes as well as other conditions related to the
metabolic syndrome, triglycerides and cholesterol [18–23].
In East Africa, the per capita consumption rate of the common bean is above 40 kg/year [24],
and in Mexico, it is 10.38 kg/person a year with an overall food intake of 5.43 g protein/person
a day [25, 26]. As reported by Aguirre‐Arenas et al. [27], an annual per capita consumption
ranging from 9.8 to 25.9 kg has been estimated in four communities from Morelos, Tamaulipas,
San Luis Potosi and Michoacan, Mexico. Additionally, the highest bean production (86.4%)
comes from marginal agrosystems with lower fertility, unirrigated soils on slopes where the
landraces are usually planted by small‐scale farmers [28].
Interest in the use of grain legumes and their constituents in food is growing in many devel‐
oped countries, and the factors contributing to this trend include access, legumes are cultivated
in almost all climatic conditions, as well as their reported nutritional and health benefits.
Despite changes in consumer preferences, pulses have a long history of use as human food in
many developing countries from the Mediterranean region, Africa, Latin America and Asia,
and in some cases, the demand exceeds national production volumes. Peas, chickpeas, lentils,
beans, soybeans, mung beans, faba beans and other grain legumes are important sources of
food proteins, amino acids, minerals and bioactive substances (phenolic compounds, lectins,
enzyme inhibitors, phytates, oligosaccharides), all of which have functional properties that
benefit human health and are modified by processing or physical treatments [29–31]. It is
necessary to know the nutritional composition and to test these functional properties of the
common bean landraces as well as their contribution to traditional rural diets to increase the
consumption volume. The main objective of this research was to evaluate the phenotypic
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diversity of a set of common bean landraces from Mexico through agromorphological traits
and the nutritional composition of the grain in the context of traditional farming systems and
on‐farm seed selection.
2. Diversity of common bean landraces using agro-morphological traits and
the criteria of farmers
Diverse researchers around the world use local populations or samples of common bean
landraces as reference sets to study their genetic diversity and population structure [6, 7, 32,
33, 34]. Nevertheless, such on‐farm crop genetic diversity is highly dynamic as a result of the
agroecological conditions of cultivation, the preferences of farmers in seed selection and the
management of seed lots, among other factors, that have important impacts on the population
structure and chemical composition of the grain, which change across time [5, 24, 33, 35]. In
Latin America, from 70 to 90% of the common bean seed that is planted is produced by farmers
[10], and in Asia, from 80 to 90% of all seeds used by farmers came from local supplies instead
of seed companies [12]. In this context, famers play an important role in the evolutionary
process of common beans under domestication, and it is necessary to understand the reasons
and criteria for the on‐farm management of the bean landraces. In cases where the study
samples came from genebanks, such diversity remained static for years, and the genetic
diversity estimators differ from those of places where on‐farm population dynamics exist,
which are primarily in the centres of genetic diversity.
The current genetic and phenotypic variation in the common bean in Mexico in terms of plant
and physiological characters and grain and chemical composition is based on the genetic
diversity preserved by pre‐Colombian cultures, contemporary farmers and the genepools of
related wild species [14, 34, 35]. The variety of the shapes, sizes and colours of the grains in
several regions where beans are grown is an example of the still poorly documented genetic
diversity in the fields of traditional farmers that is usually characterized by agro‐morphological
descriptors [36], molecular markers [37], and protein [38], anthocyanin [39] and polyphenol
[40] contents among others.
The characters that are most commonly used by farmers to differentiate their landraces include
grain colour, colour brightness (shiny black, dirty black, etc.), growth type when planted alone
(type I and II) or with corn (growth III and IV), time from planting to the harvest of green beans
and grain, and the size, shape and colour of the grain and pod. Other more accurate descriptive
characters are sometimes used by farmers aiming to distinguish their landraces that are most
commonly related to field and post‐harvest behaviour, such as high yield, the quantity of
harvested pods, tolerance to biotic and abiotic factors, grain hardness and grain‐cooking time,
among others. This is all local information related to the knowledge shared by local farmers
concerning their landraces.
An agromorphological characterization was required to describe the phenotypic variability in
native beans collected from populations from different states and regions in Mexico as well as
the phenotypic differences among and within the sources of the different landraces. As
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revealed by the results, significant differences exist among bean landraces from different
geographical origins as well as within each geographical location (Table 1). Consequently,
despite the phenotypic similarities in colour and seed dimensions, the different common bean
populations are subject to patterns of isolation in addition to artificial selection, which leads
to divergence in the characteristics of agronomic importance.
Descriptive traits Mexican states (5) Populations/states CV (%) Min. Max. Average
Days to flowering 193.43** 66.4** 5.6 49.3 74.3 63.7
Pod length (cm) 8.72** 4.84** 10.4 9.0 15.4 12.8
Pod width (cm) 0.30** 0.07** 7.9 0.8 1.6 1.14
Grains/pod 11.06** 4.22** 6.4 3.9 8.9 6.5
Number of pods/plant 557.31** 149.7** 17.2 2.7 36.7 19.5
Number of pods/exp. parcel 488499** 115605** 16.7 19.7 900.0 471.5
Wet yield/parcel (kg) 144.82** 38.34** 18.4 0.20 17.2 7.4
Dry yield/parcel (kg) 3.06** 0.83** 18.6 0.03 2.31 1.12
Wet weight/pod (g) 51.88** 37.7** 14.0 3.91 20.81 14.9
Dry weight/pod (g) 1.27** 0.88** 10.3 0.59 3.16 2.3
Wet yield/plant (g) 164898.4** 58479** 19.2 26.7 694.0 299.1
Dry yield/plant (g) 3173.88** 1257.1** 18.8 4.2 88.6 45.7
Wet weight/30 pods (g) 46719.49** 33999** 14.0 117.3 624.3 446.4
Dry yield/ 30 pods (g) 1147.61** 799.2** 10.3 17.3 94.7 68.6
**Significant at P < 0.01.
Table 1. Mean squares of the analyses of variance, coefficients of variation (CV), minimums, maximums, and average
values of agromorphological traits evaluated in common bean landraces from five Mexican states.
An average of 6.5 grains per pod were quantified among the landraces in Mexico, which
exceeds the 3.9 grains per pod estimated in 25 native bean populations from different regions
of Italy [41], 4–5 grains per pod from 14 common bean varieties in Turkey [42], and 4.2 grains
per pod from different varieties of Andean origin in Asturias, Spain [43]. Such observations
indicate that most of the landraces evaluated in this study have the dual purpose of consump‐
tion as green pods or as dry grain, depending on the length and number of grains per pod,
and they are in high demand in regional markets. The level of demand is very important to
farmers because they have opportunity to sell their surplus in local markets after fulfilling their
food needs.
Overall, there is great variability in the various morphological traits reported for 49 bean
populations from different regions of Mexico, and significant differences were detected in bean
populations grouped by their state of origin as well as within each state, such as Oaxaca,
Puebla, Tlaxcala, Guerrero and the State of Mexico (Table 2). In particular, there are differences
in plant vigour and the number of days to flowering (from 49 to 74 days), which influence the
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timing from planting to first harvest. For instance, the populations with a shorter time from
planting to harvest were those from Puebla and Guerrero, and this precocity was observed in
all of the Puebla bean populations evaluated by Ramírez‐Pérez et al. [44] with flowering
intervals ranging from 41 to 57 days. The results showed that one fraction of the genetic and
phenotypic diversity of common bean landraces is preserved in every region of Mexico, and
this diversity is being increased through agro‐morphological and physiological traits such as
time to flowering, yield per plant and plant development.
Descriptive traits Mexican states
Oaxaca Puebla Tlaxcala Guerrero Mexico
Days to flowering 62.1b 66.0a 60.3b 66.4a 62.6b
Pod length (cm) 12.7a,b 12.4b 12.4b 13.6a 12.6b
Pod width (cm) 1.0d 1.1c 1.2b 1.1c 1.3a
Grains/pod 7.2a 6.6b 5.9c 6.6b 5.7c
Number of pods/plant 20.4a 21.0a 14.4b 24.5a 14.7b
Number of pods/experimental parcel 474.1b 456.6b,c 349.0c,d 653.2a 345.0d
Wet yield/exp. parcel (kg) 7.0b 6.7b 5.3b 10.7a 5.8b
Dry yield/exp. parcel (kg) 1.03b 1.06b 0.85b 1.60a 0.88b
Wet weight/pod (g) 13.1c 14.3b,c 14.8a,b 16.3a 15.7a,b
Dry weight/pod (g) 2.0c 2.2b 2.4a,b 2.4a 2.4a
Wet yield/plant (g) 281.7b,c 308.1b 212.9c 404.0a 242.7b,c
Dry yield/plant (g) 42.5b,c 48.4a,b 34.9c 60.0a 37.0b,c
Wet weight/30 pods (g) 392.6c 428.9b,c 443.5a,b 488.4a 472.4a,b
Dry yield/30 pods (g) 59.0c 67.3b 71.7a,b 73.3a 72.7a
In rows, means with similar letters are not significantly different (Tukey’s test, P < 0.05).
Table 2. Comparison of the means of agromorphological traits evaluated in common bean landraces from different
Mexican states.
The bean populations originating in Guerrero had a greater pod length (12.7 cm) than those
from Mexico, which had the greatest width (1.3 cm). Hence, the highest numbers of pods per
plant were yielded in the Oaxaca, Puebla and Guerrero landraces and ranged from 20.4 to 24.5.
It is noteworthy that the highest average quantity of grains per pod was reported in the Oaxaca
populations (7.2), from which higher pod and grain yield expectations were derived (Ta-
ble 2). The Tlaxcala, Guerrero and Mexico populations had a statistically higher average
weight, both fresh and dry, per pod (> 14.5 g), which yielded higher pod and grain yields
(Table 2). This means that the Oaxaca bean grains are thinner and smaller than those reported
in other states, as classified by Espinosa‐Pérez et al. [28] using a collection of native common
bean populations from the south‐central region of Mexico. The common beans from Tlaxcala
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and Guerrero have a high potential for use in a breeding programme or for direct consumption
and regional cultivation, but the Oaxaca beans can be used as sources of genes due to their
resilience in environments with limited soil moisture.
One of the limitations to grain legume performance is the low flower sets in environments with
moisture stress in the soils and coldness. In addition to the flower sets being low, approximately
70–80% in the floral phase of the buds, the pods fall prematurely with only a fraction reaching
maturity. A decrease in the number of pods per plant and final yield occurs in these cases,
which affects the adaptability of a bean population to different agroecological production
niches [45].
A principal components (PC) analysis was performed once the population morphological
characterization from the different states of Mexico had been completed, and 74.9% of the total
phenotypic variance in the bean populations was captured in the first two PC. The traits that
described the first component (PC1) were pod number and weight per plant, both fresh and
dry, and pod width and the weight of 30 pods for PC2. The spatial distribution of the bean
population with the highest pod number and weight per plant is in the upper and lower right
quadrant (II and III) in Figure 1, corresponding to the landraces from Guerrero, Puebla, and
Oaxaca as well as some others from the State of Mexico. The phenotypic divergences among
geographic groups, shown in Figure 1, confirm the previous results in the context of the
biogeographic and cultural manipulation of the traditional farming systems by the farmers.
For example, the indigenous groups from Oaxaca have a particular form of cultivation related
to rainfall conditions and the sowing depth, among other practices, that differ from the
management by the farmers of Puebla and Guerrero.
Figure 1. Dispersion of populations of common bean landraces in the states of Oaxaca, Puebla, Tlaxcala, Guerrero and
Estado de Mexico based on two principal components of agromorphological traits.
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A total of 70 native common bean populations from different geographical regions of Oaxaca,
Mexico, which are occupied by the Zapotec, Mixtec, Mixes and Chinantec indigenous groups,
were evaluated and compared with 10 improved varieties. Significant differences were
detected in the common bean landraces both among and within the geographical regions of
origin. Distinctive plant and grain characters were revealed in the bean populations originating
from the Mixtec region and cultivated by the Mixtec indigenous group when compared to
those grown in the Central Valley (Zapotecs of the Valley) and Sierra Norte (Zapotecs of the
Sierra), indicating that differences among native common bean populations are induced by
the natural and artificial selection pressures exerted by indigenous groups (Table 3). The result
highlights the differences in management practices among regions inhabited by indigenous
groups that are conferred to their common bean landraces because the agroecological condi‐
tions are different in each region.
Descriptive traits Regions of
Oaxaca (5)
Populations/
regions
CV (%) Min. Max. Average
Days to flowering 15247.1** 609.3** 7.4 38.2 101.0 79.6
Pod length (cm) 143.1** 11.70** 6.8 9.8 17.5 13.8
Grains/pod 52.79** 7.85** 10.3 3.4 8.9 6.8
Dry weight of 60 pods (g) 0.040** 0.004** 17.1 40.0 240.0 136.2
Dry weight of grains/60 pods (g) 0.024** 0.002** 18.2 30.0 170.0 101.0
No. of pods/experimental parcel 215499.7** 37456.5** 33.2 44.5 502.7 235.4
**Significant at P < 0.01.
Table 3. Mean squares of the analyses of variance, coefficients of variation (CV), minimums, maximums, and average
values of agromorphological traits evaluated in common bean landraces from different regions of Oaxaca, Mexico.
Descriptive traits Landraces of Improved varieties
Sierra Sur Sierra Norte Valles Centrales Mixteca
Days to flowering 92.7a,1 87.8b 84.7b,c 81.7c 44.3d
Pod length (cm) 15.5a 12.9c 15.2a 14.0b 10.9d
Grains/pod 7.8a 6.1c 7.7a 6.9b 5.1d
Dry weight of 60 pods (g) 145.9a 149.5a 138.9a 144.7a 77.5b
Dry weight of grains/60 pods (g) 109.1a 106.5a 107.6a 107.8a 55.1b
No. of pods/experimental parcel 279.0a 234.9a 278.4a 247.3a 104.3b
In rows, means with the same letter are not significantly different (Tukey’s test, P < 0.05).
Table 4. Comparison of the means of agromorphological traits among common bean landraces from different
geographic origins in Oaxaca, Mexico.
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It is noteworthy that the bean populations from different regions of Oaxaca were ranked
significantly higher in terms of several agronomic and morphological characteristics in
comparison with 10 improved varieties used by commercial producers (Table 4). The bean
populations from the Sierra Sur were late to flower, but they have a similar pattern to that of
the bean populations from the Central Valley in relation to grain number per pod and pod
length, with averages of 7.8 and 15.5, respectively. These values are higher than those estimated
in 15 bean populations from different regions of Jalisco and Nayarit, as reported by Lépiz et
al. [35], and moreover, they exceeded the average calculated for 21 common bean genotypes
from Tabasco of 4.2 grains per pod [37]. Therefore, the quality of the bean populations from
Oaxaca significantly exceeded that of the improved varieties, which means that there is high
variability in their agronomic traits, so these populations may be useful as raw materials for a
breeding programme.
Additionally, a PC analysis was also carried out to evaluate the overall variability, and in this
case, 81.2% of the total variation was captured in the first two PC (Figure 2). The descriptive
variables of the first component were days to flowering and dry grain weight, and for the
second component, they were grain number per pod and average dry weight of 60 pods. Hence,
in addition to there being phenotypic differences among bean populations from different
states, significant divergences are also denoted among bean populations located in different
geographic regions within the same state (such as Oaxaca). All of the local bean populations
represent a feasible strategy for bean planting and harvesting by small farmers who plant less
than 3 ha in the south‐central and south‐eastern regions of Mexico. Regionally, the zone of
origin of each common bean landrace determines its adaptability; subtropical and tropical row
materials have difficulty adapting and producing grain in temperate regions and vice versa.
Figure 2. Dispersion of common bean landraces and improved varieties from different regions of Oaxaca, Mexico,
based on two principal components of agromorphological traits.
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3. Grain nutritional composition in common bean landraces
In terms of the chemical composition of the common bean, it is an outstanding protein source
with a low carbohydrate level. Thus, approximately 15 % of the required daily protein intake
for a 70‐kg adult [46] is provided by a 100‐g daily portion of beans. The amino acid content
differs from one genotype to another, and it also depends on the ecological conditions for
planting, farm management and grain storage conditions, among other factors [23, 47].
The proximal analysis of the common bean indicates that grains contain 14–33% protein, 1.5–
6.2% lipids, 14–19% total fibre (from 10.1 to 13.4% insoluble and from 3.1 to 7.6% soluble), 2.9–
4.5% ash and 52–76% carbohydrate [48]. Derived and non‐derivative (dietary fibre) polysac‐
charides plus a variety of mono‐, di‐ and polysaccharides are among the carbohydrates that
occur in greater proportions. Thus, the grain contains a variety of low and non‐digestible
carbohydrates, but their functional structure changes through soaking and cooking, increasing
the amount of soluble fibre and the digestibility [49, 50].
As assessed by cooking time, there is high variability in protein content and grain hardness
among improved varieties and landraces. The protein content in native beans from Hidalgo,
Mexico, ranged from 16.0 to 26.9%, as reported by Muñoz‐Velázquez et al. [38], with variations
in cooking time from 43 to 81 minutes for wine‐ and creamy yellow‐coloured beans, and higher
protein content plus a 95% in vitro digestibility rate was observed in light brown Canario and
Flor de Mayo varieties. Protein contents ranging from 16.3 to 29.2% with cooking times from
50 to 141 min were reported by Ramírez‐Pérez et al. [44] in local, brown‐coloured bean
populations from Puebla, and protein levels ranging from 21.0 to 25.8% with cooking times
from 54 to 118 minutes were reported in local bean varieties from Guerrero by Solano‐
Cervantes et al. [51]. Certain variations are induced by agroecological or grain management
conditions, but such changes are not significant. A constant high protein content through
cultivation cycles and years is a characteristic of outstanding genotypes [52].
Regarding essential amino acid content, it has been reported previously that the limiting amino
acids in corn grain are apparently complemented by those contained in beans. Phenylalanine,
isoleucine, leucine, lysine, methionine, cysteine, threonine, tryptophan and valine are among
the main essential amino acids in beans with a range from an average of 1.2 to 1.5 g methionine/
100 g of protein and 4.9 to 9.9 g cysteine/100 g of protein. Most amino acids in the grain are
found in sufficient quantities to meet the daily requirements of 1.1–6.6 g/100 g of protein [48],
and it is noteworthy that the amounts of isoleucine, leucine, lysine, methionine, phenylalanine,
threonine and valine contained in the grain do not change significantly after cooking [49].
A rather important and underestimated input provided by human consumption of beans is
the portion of minerals, and several authors have reported that the environment has little
influence on the differences from genotype to genotype. Instead, differences likely correspond
to genetic diversity among and within improved varieties, either wild or cultivated, and
landraces [53–55]. The intake of both macro‐ and micro‐minerals is associated with the
prevention of prostate cancer [56], and beneficial effects against colon cancer have also been
found experimentally in Sprague‐Dawley rats [57]. There are other beneficial effects for human
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health [58], yet the inhabitants of rural and urban communities are deficient in Fe and Zn,
which are elements that are mainly associated with malnutrition in children and pregnant
women [51]. The mineral content in the common bean varies depending on the genetic
material, crop management and grain storage conditions [53, 54, 59].
Significant differences with regards to the S, P, Na, K, Mg, Ca, Fe, Zn, Cu and Mn contents
among groups of native bean populations of different geographical origins were recently
determined in studies carried out by the authors. The contents were evaluated by means of
atomic absorption spectrometry and UV‐vis using germplasm from Oaxaca that was planted
in an experimental plot, and differences among bean populations from the same geographic
region were also determined (Table 5). Low S, Na, Ca and Zn contents were presented by the
populations originating from the Mixtec region as opposed to the populations from Sierra
Norte that had higher S, K, Fe, Zn and Mn contents, which in turn differed from those that
originated in the Central Valley with high levels of P, Na, Zn and Cu (Table 5). Hence, a relevant
fraction of the Mexican P. vulgaris genetic pool is in the Oaxaca regions in Mexico, so the genetic
pools of the different Oaxaca regions differ in the contents of both mineral macro‐ and micro‐
elements. Therefore, the data suggest that common beans provide an important fraction of
essential minerals and not only proteins and carbohydrates, and this information is relevant
to consumers because the specialized and organic markets demand products with major
contents of these minor dietary components.
Sources of
variation
Groups Populations/
groups 
Error Coef. var.
(%) 
Groups (contents in mg/100 g)
Mixteca Sierra Norte Sierra Sur Valles Centrales
Macro‐elements
S 8094.6** 667.2** 11.7 7.5 39.4c1 67.1a 41.9b 40.5bc
P 106769.3**52431.2** 137.1 3.6 341.7b 266.0c 267.5c 359.8a
Na 4327.4** 1017.9** 52.3 10.1 63.9c 74.2b 70.6b 85.1a
K 73606.6** 26151.9** 1017.4 3.5 918.4b 946.6a 909.0b 846.4c
Mg 746.9** 730.5** 3.8 1.6 117.7b 118.6b 125.9a 113.7c
Ca 998.3** 1353.7** 2.8 7.2 91.3d 98.3b 93.6c 100.1a
Micro‐elements
Fe 1.83** 2.22** 0.1 6.4 5.24a 5.11a 5.11a 4.87b
Zn 4.11** 0.90** 0.17 9.7 4.1b 4.5a 4.0b 4.7a
Cu 6.89** 0.97** 0.01 7.4 1.23b 1.14c 1.25b 2.02a
Mn 0.17** 0.10** 0.001 2.9 1.24b 1.32a 1.17c 1.18c
**Significant at P < 0.01. 1 In rows, means with the same letter are not significantly different (Tukey’s test, P < 0.05).
Table 5. Significance of the mean squares of the analyses of variance and comparison of means among groups of
common bean landraces from Oaxaca, Mexico, in relation to the mineral contents in the grain.
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Significant differences among collections from the groups of different origin were determined
by a canonical discriminant analysis (Pillai’s trace F = 3.36, and Wilks’ lambda F = 3.52; P < 0.01).
The collection dispersion in reference to the first two canonical discriminant functions is
shown in Figure 3, and the patterns of differences by geographic origin indicate divergences.
For instance, the populations from the Mixtec region are dispersed in the lower left quadrant,
very close to those of the Sierra Sur; those from the Sierra Norte are in the lower right quadrant,
and the Central Valley has a higher dispersion in all the quadrants. It is also relevant that the
samples with high Fe, Cu, Ca, P, S, Mn and K contents exist in the upper right quadrant
(Figure 3). As a result, the outstanding samples with high mineral contents might be used in
a breeding scheme as proposed by Welch and Graham [60], Welch et al. [61] and Teixeira et al.
[62] in P. vulgaris germplasm. Therefore, as suggested by these authors, more than high yields
and adaptability ought to be the main criteria for bean selection.
Figure 3. Scatterplot of common bean landraces from different regions of Oaxaca based on two principal canonical
functions and the mineral contents in the grain.
The dispersion of the evaluated populations based in the amount of total macro‐ and micro‐
element content is shown in Figure 4. A total of four scenarios for the populations of particular
interest were generated by the creation of four quadrants based on the average content of both
macro‐ and micronutrients. For instance, populations with a higher microelement content are
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scattered in the upper left quadrant, but these were low in macronutrients. On the other hand,
populations that are scattered in the lower right were high in macro‐ but low in micro‐elements.
The outstanding populations with higher averages of both macro‐ and micro‐elements are
located in the right upper quadrant, where populations from the Mixtec, Sierra Norte and
Central Valleys appear. Specifically, the P‐06 population is characterized by a high content of
both micro‐ and macro‐elements, whereas the P‐60, P‐67, P‐75 and P‐79 contain a higher
amount of only macro‐elements. Consequently, we believe that a set of native bean populations
with high macro‐ and micro‐element contents can be identified in every region of Mexico, and
they are preserved by farmers and used directly as food (Figure 4).
Figure 4. Dispersion of common bean landraces from different regions of Oaxaca in relationship to the total contents of
the macro‐ and micro‐elements in the grain.
Another relevant aspect of the bean is its functional compounds and potential nutraceutical
content, so 25 native bean populations were collected from Oaxaca, Mexico and experimentally
cultivated. At harvest time, a sample ranging from 200 to 500 individuals per population was
taken and analysed in a laboratory for the contents of monomeric anthocyanins, polyphenols
and flavonoids as well as antioxidant activity by DPPH and a colour index (Table 6).
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Accesion1 An2  Seed coat Seed Seed colour
Po Fl AA Po Fl AA L* Chrome h°
EDOMEX‐011‐11p 0.04 82.2 20.9 564.5 2.5 0.70 13.8 59.5 8.0 46.2
EDOMEX‐011‐7mc 0.04 94.6 9.3 751.3 2.5 0.37 14.1 53.5 17.1 58.6
EM‐01‐01pr 1.13 89.5 12.3 667.9 2.7 0.40 11.8 54.4 10.2 50.7
Average-Mexico 0.4c2 88.7c 14.2b 661.2c 2.6a 0.49a 13.2b 55.8b 11.7ab 51.8a
GRO‐01‐103pr 0.41 67.9 12.8 621.7 2.1 0.33 12.0 51.6 9.4 33.7
GRO‐011‐15c 0.05 61.2 6.5 132.5 2.3 0.30 13.8 68.2 10.7 65.3
GRO‐011‐16r 0.25 55.7 16.8 610.1 2.6 0.78 13.5 50.5 15.5 51.7
GRO‐01‐118pr 0.25 92.5 12.9 724.4 1.3 0.33 10.4 36.9 5.1 21.5
GRO‐011‐19pr 0.34 51.0 12.8 512.9 2.7 0.77 11.0 56.7 8.9 47.0
GRO‐011‐20r 0.07 57.9 14.1 520.7 1.6 0.18 7.1 50.0 9.7 42.5
GRO‐011‐23p 0.22 51.2 19.6 639.4 1.3 0.63 16.6 59.7 9.5 40.8
GRO‐10‐120p 0.53 70.2 15.0 631.4 2.3 0.32 13.1 48.1 11.4 43.6
GRO‐10‐129r 0.42 80.9 8.5 735.9 2.5 0.48 10.9 53.4 7.6 35.2
GRO‐10‐87r 0.59 62.1 21.5 779.2 1.4 0.61 10.2 49.1 12.4 40.3
GRO‐10‐99r 0.24 52.2 11.6 459.7 2.3 0.42 9.1 60.7 6.3 36.4
Average-Guerrero3 0.3d 63.9d 13.8c 578.9d 2.0c 0.47b 11.6c 53.2b 9.7ab 41.6b
OAX‐011‐07pr 0.38 87.9 15.7 750.8 2.7 0.56 8.3 47.8 11.6 44.9
OAX‐011‐12y 0.37 71.4 10.0 615.7 3.3 0.54 20.3 47.7 13.1 48.7
OAX‐011‐28b 2.14 57.0 5.9 534.7 1.9 0.38 10.5 51.7 5.6 67.7
OAX‐011‐29mc 1.54 108.2 7.3 1021.7 2.3 0.30 15.9 63.6 7.7 61.2
OAX‐011‐30b 3.47 127.0 11.0 973.8 1.9 0.35 12.5 49.1 4.8 81.3
Average-Oaxaca 1.6b 90.3b 9.9e 779.3b 2.4b 0.43c 13.5b 52.0b 8.6b 60.7a
PUE‐011‐13p 0.25 104.5 15.7 713.4 2.0 0.27 11.2 48.5 12.1 35.7
PUE‐011‐14y 0.04 39.2 8.9 389.4 1.3 0.10 7.4 62.1 25.4 72.1
PUE‐011‐15cp 9.07 27.7 7.9 321.6 5.4 0.64 32.4 59.5 11.1 62.0
PUE‐011‐20b 1.94 31.3 8.0 240.4 1.3 0.28 23.0 45.5 4.8 79.4
PUE‐011‐34mc 1.32 80.2 11.1 728.0 1.5 0.32 25.3 56.3 9.2 64.1
PUE‐11‐33 0.05 70.6 9.8 603.6 2.7 0.49 15.9 53.7 10.5 41.4
Average-Puebla 2.1a 58.9e 10.2d 499.4e 2.4b 0.35e 19.2a 54.3b 12.2a 59.1a
Grain Legumes14
Accesion1 An2  Seed coat Seed Seed colour
Po Fl AA Po Fl AA L* Chrome h°
TLA‐10‐5c (average‐Tlaxcala) 0.2e 123.4a 14.8a 985.3a 2.6a 0.41d 13.4b 62.2a 9.8ab 60.6a
DHS‐Tukey 0.02 1.03 0.21 5.9 0.10 0.02 0.65 5.01 3.0 7.52
1Origin of groups: EDOMEX/EM= Estado de México; GRO = Guerrero; OAX = Oaxaca; PUE = Puebla; TLA = Tlaxcala.
2An = anthocyanins (mg of Cynidin‐3‐Glucoside‐C3G‐/g DW); Po = polyphenols (mg gallic acid equivalents–GAE‐/g
DW); Fl = flavonoids (mg catequine equivalents ‐CE‐/g DW); AA = antioxidant activity (μmol ETrolox/g DW).
3among groups, means with the same letter are not significantly different (Tukey’s test, P < 0.05). Visual colour of the
grains: p = pink;mc= mixture of seed colours; pr = pink‐red; c = cream; cp = cream pink; r = red; b = black; y = yellow.
Table 6. Average values of anthocyanins, polyphenols, antioxidant activity and colour index in a Mexican collection of
common bean landraces.
The variation among populations in the monomeric anthocyanin content in grains ranged from
0.04 to 9.07 mg cianidine‐3‐glucoside (C3G)/g on a dry basis, and among groups, the highest
average was presented by samples from Puebla (2.1 mg C3G/g) followed by the Oaxaca group
(1.6 mg C3G/g) and Tlaxcala (0.2 mg C3G/g). The variation in anthocyanins among the study
populations was slightly greater than that described by Gola‐Masum‐Akond et al. [63] in 29
common bean genotypes of different colours: 0.05 to 0.45 mg C3G/g. Although no specific
determinations of anthocyanin types were carried out in this study, it was evident that
collections of intense black and red as well as multicoloured beans (a grain mixture of different
colours) presented a higher anthocyanin content (>1 mg C3G/g); these included EM‐01‐01,
OAX‐011‐28, OAX‐011‐29, OAX‐011‐30, PUE‐011‐15, PUE‐011‐20 and PUE‐011‐34. As deter‐
mined by Tsuda et al. [64], delphinidin‐3‐O‐β‐D‐glucoside, petunidin‐O‐β‐D‐glucoside and
malvidin‐3‐O‐β‐D‐glucoside were mostly associated with black bean anthocyanins. However,
as reported by Xu et al. [65], the dephinidin‐3‐glucoside and petunidin‐glucoside were the
compounds most commonly related to the black grain bean. The highest anthocyanin content
in red grain beans was of pelargonidin 3‐glucoside, as reported by Choung et al. [66], and
higher anthocyanin content was reported in brown, black spotted and pinto grain beans (0.45
a 0.59 mg C3G/g) by Dzomba et al. [67]. As a result, the highest anthocyanin contents in the
common bean are associated with beans with a dark seed coat with brown, red and black grain
variations.
The anthocyanin contents in black beans reported in this study (1.94 to 3.47 mg C3G/g) were
higher than those reported by Salinas‐Moreno et al. [39] in 15 black bean varieties, which varied
from 0.38 to 0.72 mg C3G/g. Variations are partly attributed to the types of laboratory proce‐
dures used, yet differences among genotypes can not be ignored. This was confirmed by the
evaluation performed by Xu and Chang [68], who did not find any anthocyanins in the pinto
variety but identified delphinidin‐3‐glucose, malvidin‐3, 5‐diglucose, petunidin‐3‐glucose,
malvidin‐3‐galactoside, and malvidin‐3‐glucose in the black variety (Turtle Eclipse).
Regarding polyphenol and flavonoid contents, important differences were found among the
types of seed coats and seeds without seed coat, and the first was favoured in both cases.
Among population groups, polyphenol content varied from 58.9 to 123.4 mg GAE/g and from
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2.0 to 2.6 mg GAE/g, respectively, plus the variation in flavonoids among groups differed from
9.9 (Puebla) to 14.8 (Tlaxcala) mg CE/g and from 0.35 to 0.49 mg CE/g. These higher polyphenol
and flavonoid concentrations provided major antioxidant activity in the seed coat (499.4 to
985.3 μmol ETrolox/g) than in the seed (11.6 a 19.2 μmol ETrolox/g), Table 5.
These patterns of high antioxidant activity were repeatedly found among populations within
groups such as the PUE‐011‐15 (27.7 μmol ETrolox/g) and PUE‐011‐20 (31.3 μmol ETrolox/g)
collections, which had the lowest polyphenol contents in the seed coat. Nevertheless, they were
higher than the highest seed contents of 20.3 and 32.4 μmol ETrolox/g in the OAX‐011‐12 and
PUE‐011‐15 collections, respectively (Table 5).
Regarding flavonoid contents among populations, the variation ranged from 5.9 (OAX‐011‐28)
to 21.5 (GRO‐10‐87) mg CE/g in the seed coat and from 0.1 (PUE‐011‐14) to 0.77 (GRO‐011‐19)
mg CE/g in the seed (Table 5). Consequently, the greatest flavonoid content and highest
antioxidant activity in the seed coat made us conclude that, with regard to nutraceutical
properties, attention should be focused on this fraction, as well as on the grain covering,
because of its high potential.
The variation in the total polyphenol content in the grain ranged from 1.3 to 5.4 mg GAE/g in
this work, which was slightly lower than that reported by Golam‐Masum‐Akond et al. [63] in
different bean varieties (from 5.9 to 14.1 mg GAE/g) and even lower that the contents in the
seed coat (from 27.7 to 127.0 mg GAE/g). These latter values are similar to those reported by
Espinosa‐Alonso et al. [40] in different common bean populations in Mexico, which ranged
from 49.6 to 131 mg GAE/g. Differences in the laboratory methodology could have influenced
the results, but populations with potential nutraceutical value due to high flavonoid content
in both the seed coat and seed were still detected, such as the OAX‐011‐29 and TLA‐105 among
others.
A variation in total flavonoid content ranging from 0.82 to 10.6 mg CE/g in 62 bean popula‐
tions, both wild and cultivated, was reported by Espinosa‐Alonso et al. [40]. The lowest
values were similar to those determined for grain but, in several cases, were higher than
those revealed for the seed coat for a group of 15 populations, up to 11 mg CE/g. An esti‐
mated variation in flavonoids ranging from 0.6 to 1.2 mg CE/g was reported by Boateng et
al. [69]. Regardless of the differences in methodology and the estimate derived from the
results, the populations under evaluation have important flavonoid levels in the seed coat
compared to other genotypes, both cultivated and wild. This fact indicates that the farmers
in the study area have a deep knowledge of their bean seeds and continue cultivating the
most valued landraces.
The use of combined grain colour indexes (L*: chromaticity, and h°: tone) helps to differen‐
tiate populations by the colour of the seed coat or any other characteristic that can be visu‐
ally appreciated, such as the luminosity index (L*). These indexes became rather useful in
the present study for distinguishing the visual colours: pink, cream, yellow or red from
other visual variants. Those denominated red and those denominated black were distin‐
guished by the Chroma index, but the tone hue index (h°) was the most accurate because a
gradient value was assigned to each colour or variant. Thus, all of the evaluated bean pop‐
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ulations were classified in a quantitative way, and in this case, the lowest values corre‐
spond to perceptions of pink or red and the highest to black (Table 5). These indexes can
be used as physical parameters to differentiate between local bean varieties of different
grain colour.
The antioxidant activity in the seed coat (132.5 a 1021.7 μmol ETrolox/g) was considerably
higher compared to that reported in the seed (7.1 a 32.4 μmol ETrolox/g). It was significant‐
ly correlated (r > 0.36, P < 0.05) with total polyphenol content in the seed coat and seed as
well as to the anthocyanins in the grain. As a result, the differentiation among bean groups
of origin and bean populations was rather clear. As confirmed by the results of this study,
anthocyanins and polyphenols confer high antioxidant activity to the bean grain and seed
coat; similar results were reported by Golam‐Masum‐Akond et al. [63], Dzomba et al. [67],
and Oomah et al. [70].
4. Contribution of farmers to on-farm conservation of common bean
germplasm
The on‐farm conservation of common bean landraces by Mexican small farmers is a basic
survival strategy aimed at meeting the daily feeding requirements of rural families. As a
consequence, the strategic conservation in situ landraces within indigenous, non‐indigenous
and marginalized communities becomes a way to access food that is not discussed but only
conducted to grow and produce beans to eat. However, when there are surpluses, they are
sold through either local or regional markets [15, 16, 71]. In several cases, landraces are only
regionally or sporadically known nationwide [28] even when remarkable potential has been
fully identified in local genetic pools through agronomic, molecular and biochemical assess‐
ments [36, 72, 73].
The cultivated wild species Phaseolus sp., Zea mays ssp. parviglumis H. H. Iltis & Doebley
(teosinte) and Cucurbita sp. [74–77] are also distributed in the Mexican region within Mesoa‐
merica. Possibilities for crossing or genetic flow are generated by the spatial convergence of
the genetic pools of wild and cultivated species despite some degree of geographical isolation,
differences in flowering time or low crossing rates (<1%). This occurs in beans [78], even though
crosses are sometimes high (20–70%) when large numbers of pollinators prevail in the
agroecosystems [79].
Beans are grown under different agroecological conditions and for multiple purposes, as we
documented in different visits though several regions in the south and southeast of Mexico.
The cultivation variants depend on growth rate, both fresh and dry harvest purposes and the
levels of precocity. For instance, bean population types III and IV of indeterminate growth,
which are most commonly referred to as either climbers or ‘frijol de guia’, are usually associ‐
ated with corn and harvested as fresh green beans or dry grain. In these cases, the bean climbs
and tangles itself in the corn plant, which being a late flowering and fruiting plant supports
the bean. Determinate growth bean types I and II are grown in small plots or backyard gardens
to harvest in green beans, and a pink, purple, green with mottled burgundy or simply green
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colourations characterize the pods, depending on the landraces sold in the local and regional
markets. Dry cultivation is performed, and higher yields per unit area are also obtained in such
cases.
The bean populations referred to as bush bean plants or determinate growth type I and II are
preferred for monoculture planting, most frequently in large areas and in northern Mexico.
They are precocious, and the populations display more uniform flowering and fruiting. The
grain colour is uniform solid to mottled and variegated, pale white, pink purple, marbled,
cream, red, wine, brown, grey, black, white, as well as mottled in different combinations, and
it is not surprising to find farmers planting different physical seed mixtures in terms of colour
and species. P. vulgaris with Phaseolus coccineus and P. vulgaris with Phaseolus lunatus are among
the most productive mixtures. All of these observations are consistent with the management
of Phaseolus sp. diversity described by Worthington et al. [80] and Soleri et al. [81] in Oaxaca,
Mexico.
The local bean supply system differs from region to region and from one community to another,
and it was revealed through field trips that beans are planted in larger areas by the farmers in
the north‐central region (>3 ha/producer) than in the south‐southeast region (<3 ha/producer)
of Mexico. As a consequence, the seed requirement for improved varieties or landraces in both
volume and diversity are different in such cases. Improved varieties, and sometimes landraces,
are most commonly used by north‐central farmers, and often in contrast, landraces, and
sometimes improved varieties or even a mixture of both, are most commonly used by the
farmers located in the south‐southeast. It is a rather common practice for farmers to turn to
other communities or regions to obtain seed in years when losses occur due to weather events,
such as droughts, storms, floods or hurricanes, or even buy improved varieties. However, they
are always looking to find germplasm that suits their agroecological niches [82].
Estimates have been made concerning the movement of seeds within communities in Oaxaca,
Mexico, and it was revealed that over 90% of farmers either keep and cultivate their own
landrace seed or obtain it from their neighbours or farmers in nearby communities or from
traditional local markets [80].
More than a single local bean population has been planted in each agricultural cycle by farmers
in Yucatan and some other states in the south‐eastern region of Mexico. Some of the reasons
underlying the decisions regarding which bean landraces to grow include growth type (I, II,
II or IV) because it is directly related with the number of management practices that need to
be performed (e.g., Type IV requires more practices); days from planting to the harvest of green
beans or dry grain pods; the adaptability to the ecological conditions of the plots or backyard
of the producer; tolerance to soil water deficits or low temperature; consumption of fresh forms
(as green beans) or dry forms, flowers and/or dry pods; tolerance to insects during storage;
grain hardness or consistency with regard to cooking time and flavour and the related
organoleptic characteristics, among others [83]. It is appropriate to note that such seed
exchange systems are not closed because new seed lots always arrive in the communities being
sown, but the sowing continuity of such batches relies on both adaptability and productivity
levels in the new places where they are used.
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The local seed beans from small farmers are often stored in closed plastic containers and
packages, and occasionally, the seed is treated with calcium hydroxide (lime), ash, dried
epazote plants (Dysphania ambrosioides (L.) Mosyakin et Clemants), chilli pods (Capsicum sp.)
and chemical insecticides. Additionally, the bean grain is handled differently depending on
the harvest volume and the need for storage in the medium term; when only small amounts
are harvested (<100 kg), it is generally used for immediate consumption. As a consequence,
bags are used and placed in dry spots that are regularly used in the kitchen, but when the
harvest is good (>100 kg), the surplus is usually sold at either local or regional markets or even
stored in plastic containers with capacities of 100–200 kg that must be perfectly closed. The
necessary seed treatments are applied in such cases.
Frequently, farmers from a given region in Mexico or a community have apparently similar
bean populations because the beans are alike in grain coat colour, size, shape, growth type,
flower and even the local name, as when the Spanish names, such as “negro delgado”, “frijol
de milpa” or “frijol de cerro”, are used or when the local names are used, such as “daá yel‐la”,
“daá laá”, “daá tupií” and “daá ya‐áá” [81] in the Zapoteca de la Sierra language; “xcolibu’ul”
and “tzamá” in the Mayan language [83]; “ndutji” in Mixtec; “etl”, “iztac etl”, “yahoetl”,
“pitzahuaqetl” or “itza acaletl” in Nahuatl; “tatsuniutul” in Purepecha; “tsjúú” in Mazahua;
“chenek” in Tzotzil; “m’jnai” in Chinanteco; “rune” in Triqui [84], among other indigenous
languages. This means that even if the beans are visually or morphologically equal or identified
by the same landrace name, they cannot be assumed to be from similar populations. Addi‐
tionally, the landraces in the Phaseolus regions and communities of geographical origin cannot
be assumed to have low levels of genetic diversity, mainly in the region known as Lerma‐
Santiago where a high genetic diversity prevails, based on the documented genetic profiles,
geographical origin, phylogeny and ethnohistory of the local bean populations.
The south‐southeast regions of Mexico are recognized as the centres of the origin, domestica‐
tion and genetic diversity of the common bean [4, 77, 85] and where, even today, in indigenous
communities, knowledge of the germplasm, crop and seed management [16] is transferred
from parents to their children. As a result, the management of genetic diversity in the hands
of farmers has established a certain group of features in each bean population that is adapted
to each particular agro‐ecological niche that is influenced by consumer preferences [85]. Some
evidence of such facts was confirmed by the analysis of genetic diversity among different seed
samples from farmers in the region of Santa Maria Jaltianguis in the state of Oaxaca, México,
where, using SSRs and RFPs markers, significant differences (FST) were revealed among
farmers with similar bean seed lots of the Mesoamerican and Jalisco races [80, 81].
The bean genepools in Mexico can be classified into four groups: a) a total of 85 improved
varieties that are currently registered in the Catalogo Nacional de Variedades Vegetales del
Sistema Nacional de Inspección y Certificación de Semillas [86] for marketing to farmers; b)
approximately 7000 Mexican P. vulgaris accessions that are mainly preserved in the germplasm
banks from the Instituto Nacional de Investigaciones Forestales, Agricolas y Pecuarias
(INIFAP), Universidad Autónoma Chapingo (UACH) and Universidad de Guadalajara; c) out
of the 70 Phaseolus wild and cultivated species that are distributed in Mexico, the Mexican
germplasm banks have the seed of 28 wild species that are distributed throughout the country
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from sea level to an altitude of 3000 m (Table 7). It should be considered that even though both
wild and cultivated species exist, five species have already been domesticated in the region
including P. vulgaris, P. coccineus, P. lunatus, P. acutifolius and P. dumosus [35, 87]. d) Finally, the
genepools composed of wild species, landraces and heirlooms in the hands of farmers from
different Mexican regions; a single farmer may usually hold from 1 to 3 landraces [81, 83]. Now,
taking into account that there were 609,342 small family bean production units in 2008 [88], it
can be estimated that there are currently 609,342 to 1,828,026 seed lots with a certain degree of
differentiation induced by the handling that each farmer provides to his bean populations. As
a consequence, each seed lot is designated as the unit of physical diversity that is shaped by
all of the bean grains used by each farmer for the next crop, which is treated as independently
reproducing a particular type of bean [89, 90]. The highest P. vulgaris genetic diversity, which
is generally classified as the Mesoamerican, Jalisco and Durango races, is preserved in the
fields of small Mexican farmers [2, 4, 14, 77, 91].
Phaseolus species1 Phaseolus distribution by Mexican state
xanhtotrichus Hidalgo, Chiapas
vulgaris Most of the country
tuerckheimii Chiapas
ritensis Chihuahua, Durango
polymophus Aguascalientes, Coahuila, Durango, Guanajuato, Jalisco, Nuevo León
pluriflorus Durango, México, Jalisco, Michoacán, Morelos, Nayarit, Sinaloa
pedicellatus Guanajuato, Guerrero, Hidalgo, Jalisco, México, Michoacán, Morelos, Nayarit, Querétaro, San Luis
PotosÍ, Tamaulipas, Veracruz
pauciflorus Chihuahua, Durango, Guerrero, Jalisco, México, Michoacán, Morelos, Nayarit, Sinaloa, Sonora,
Zacatecas
parvulus Chihuahua, Durango, Nayarit, Sinaloa, Sonora, Zacatecas
oligospermus Chiapas
oaxacanus Oaxaca
nesonii Chiapas, Jalisco, México, Michoacán, Oaxaca, Zacatecas
neglectus Nuevo León, Tamaulipas
microcarpus Chiapas, Guanajuato, Durango, Guerrero, Jalisco, Michoacán, Oaxaca, Puebla
micranthus Jalisco, Michoacán, Nayarit, Sinaloa, Sonora
maculatus Aguascalientes, Chihuahua, Coahuila, Durango, Guanajuato, Hidalgo, Puebla, Querétaro, San Luis
PotosÍ, Sonora, Tlaxcala, Zacatecas
lunatus Baja California, Campeche, Chiapas, Colima, Guerrero, Jalisco, México, Michoacán, Morelos,
Nayarit, Oaxaca, Sinaloa, Tabasco, Tamaulipas, Veracruz, Yucatán
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leptostachyus Chiapas. Chihuahua, Colima, Durango, Guanajuato, Guerrero, Hidalgo, Jalisco, México,
Michoacán, Morelos, Nayarit, Nuevo León, Oaxaca, Puebla, Querétaro, San Luis PotosÍ, Sinaloa,
Sonora, Tamaulipas, Veracruz, Zacatecas
jaliscanus Jalisco, Nayarit, Sinaloa, Michoacán
hintonii Oaxaca, Morelos, Michoacán
grayanus Chihuahua, Coahuila, Durango, San Luis PotosÍ, Sonora, Zacateca
glabellus Chiapas, Hidalgo, Oaxaca, Puebla, San Luis PotosÍ, Tamaulipas, Veracruz
filiformis Baja California, Chihuahua, Coahuila, Sonora
esperanzae Hidalgo, México, Michoacán, Puebla
coccineus Template regions from states of México, Chiapas, Oaxaca, Guerrero, Morelos, Puebla, Veracruz,
Tlaxcala, Hidalgo, Guanajuato, Michoacán, Jalisco, Nayarit, Zacatecas, Durango, Nuevo León,
Tamaulipas, Sinaloa
chiapasanus Chiapas, Oaxaca
albescens Jalisco, Michoacán
acutifolius Baja California, Chihuahua, Durango, Sonora, Sinaloa. Nayarit, Jalisco, Querétaro, Colima,
Coahuila, Guerrero, Michoacán, Oaxaca, Chiapas, Veracruz, Tabasco
1Species with seed available at the INIFAP germplasm banks, Universidad Autonoma Chapingo and/or Universidad
de Guadalajara.
Table 7. Gene pools of wild species of Phaseolus distributed in Mexico [34, 73, 91].
5. Perspectives on the implementation of strategies for the participatory
breeding of landraces at the community level
Common bean landraces are an important component of Mexican small‐scale farms, and there
are numerous landraces that are often highly variable in the plant, physiological, seed,
biochemical, genetic and nutritional traits and which usually distinguished by local names or
characters. The landraces have particular properties or reputational characteristics for
adaptation to local climatic conditions and consumer demand for regional dishes.
The demand for seeds by local farmers depends on the market demand for each improved
variety. Improved varieties of grains with light colours are regularly demanded by farmers in
the north‐central region (i.e., Flor de Mayo, Flor de Junio, Bayo, Cacahuate, Canario, Garban‐
cillo, Mayocoba, Ojo de Cabra, Pinto and some others), and dark‐coloured or black varieties
(i.e., Jamapa, Negro, etc.) are less likely to be in demand. Small farmers in the south‐central‐
southeastern communities, on the other hand, request a higher number of landraces than
improved varieties because they farm plots with a great diversity of agroecological, orographic
and altitudinal production niches where improved varieties do not usually thrive. Specific
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genetic differences have been determined among the seed lots of farmers in the same com‐
munity [80, 81], who thus provide a high genetic diversity grouped in three common bean
races, which are the Mesoamerican, Jalisco and Durango, that are conserved in situ by small
farmers [2, 4, 78].
Efforts to supply improved bean varieties to farmers who have their products sold in domestic
and international markets are being made by INIFAP, research centres and universities. Such
farmers can pay from $20 to $100 dls for the amount of seed required to sow a single hectare
with a last generation variety or imports. Conversely, small farmers in the south, central and
south‐eastern regions of Mexico lack economic resources to buy the seeds of improved bean
varieties and are more likely to supply themselves with their own seed or to borrow it from
their neighbours in either the same community or nearby [81, 82, 92]. Therefore, decentralized
plant breeding or a strategy different to the traditional scheme is required to improve bean
landraces, which means that breeding programmes need to be either participatory or collab‐
orative to implement in situ breeding with the cooperation of breeders and farmers or farmer
communities to achieve local and regional objectives in the fields of local farmers. A relevant
lack of genetic improvement programmes prevails in Mexico because there is also a lack of
bean breeders.
Unique opportunities to use the gene sources of more than 20 wild species distributed
throughout Mexico are offered by the many Phaseolus landraces and heirlooms and wild or
cultivated germplasm genepools, even though the interspecific crossings have not yet been
tested. There are also ways to break through the barriers that prevent crosses among species
or any other gene transfer strategies of agronomic and biochemical‐nutritional relevance
among related or different species in terms of genetic divergences. These underutilized or
underexplored opportunities require further study. Genetic markers help to both locate and
identify specific groups of genes of agronomic and nutritional biochemistry importance, thus
making the genetic selection more efficient. However, investment in laboratory infrastructure
as well as equipment and human resources is still required to make assisted breeding with
genetic markers a reality. Recent improvements include the generation of advanced lines with
varying degrees of resistance to pests and diseases through interspecific hybridization [93].
Evidence of the nutritional and nutraceutical potential of landraces as protein sources (essen‐
tial amino acids), carbohydrates, minerals and polyphenols (anthocyanins, flavonoids,
phenols, carotenoids and some other compounds) with high antioxidant activity were
previously above. Small farmers, in several cases, take direct advantage of landraces despite
little knowledge of the enormous nutritional contribution that comes from the consumption
of common bean landraces. The data generated in universities and research centres must be
disseminated to consumers because of the decreasing tendency in per capita consumption in
Mexico from 18.9 kg in 2000 to 10.2 kg/person/year in 2008 [85, 94]. Important progress was
achieved by Welch et al. [61], Blair et al. [95] and Gelin et al. [96] with regards to common bean
improvement with the selection of elite germplasm with high Zn and Fe contents. However,
despite having a quantitative inheritance, such characters interact with the environment and
crop management. The most remarkable outcomes were realized using germplasm from the
Andes and Mesoamerica.
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One challenge for common bean breeding is the generation of improved varieties, which
requires the exploitation of genetic variability and the application of local knowledge. At local
and regional levels, a farmer is aware that genotypes or landraces respond favourably to abiotic
and biotic stresses, including future scenarios of climate change. As previously reported, most
breeding for drought resistance has been within the Mesoamerican gene pool and based on
grain yield under stress. The sources for drought resistance originated from Jalisco and
Durango, Mexico [97]. The impacts of both abiotic and biotic stresses on the common bean
crop are influenced by interactions with other environmental components, such as soil texture
characteristics, organic matter content, the degree to which aggregate stability affects water
infiltration, soil water‐holding capacity, and the ability of the roots to acquire moisture and
nutrients.
The highest phenotypic and genetic diversity of the landraces is in the custody and preserved
in the plots, backyards and homes of small farmers in Mexico. Such self‐generated seed
producers are able to exchange this diversity among neighbours and relatives who require
only small quantities, which is a different scheme than that employed by seed companies or
institutions that provide improved seed varieties because the demand in the communities is
lower than the minimum required by a business aiming to multiply the improved varieties.
Furthermore, the latter are not always adapted to the agroecological niches of small traditional
producers, so the local seed exchange systems become the only sources of supply for small
farmers, who require different breeding strategies than those used in commercial agriculture.
6. Conclusions
To understand the diversity of common bean landraces, to take advantage of the nutritional
value of the grain, and to promote strategies for on‐farm conservation and utilization, it is
necessary to characterize and evaluate the phenotypic and genetic variation managed by
traditional farmers, which provides us with a better understanding of the dynamic and
structure of cultivated populations. The farmers modify landrace diversity through manage‐
ment practices in accordance with the diverse reasons or criteria used to satisfy their food
needs, the agroecological production conditions, cultural factors and, sometimes, market
demands.
The results of this study showed that two patterns of diversity in the common bean landraces
can be distinguished in Mexico in terms of the geographic area being represented; at the level
of states and regions within a state, the landraces are defined by the agromorphological
characteristics and chemical composition of the grain, such as the contents of minerals,
flavonoids, polyphenols and antioxidant activity as well as grain colour indexes (L*, chrome
and hue). The agroecological conditions of cultivation and farm management influence the
high variability in the agromorphological and chemical composition of the grain in the
common bean landraces.
In each collection of the evaluated common bean landraces, populations were detected with
high agronomic and grain composition potential. For example, there were populations with a
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high number of grains and yield per plant and/or populations with high contents of micro‐
and macro‐elements, polyphenols, flavonoids and antioxidant activity within each level of
diversity represented, the Mexican states and the regions in the state of Oaxaca. Therefore,
there is germplasm available at both diversity levels to start a breeding programme at the
national level or for on‐farm seed selection. In addition, different populations were identified
with a dual purpose, the production of both green and dry beans.
In developing countries such as Mexico, consumer preferences are changing towards a
decrease in the consumption of common beans, but contradictorily, the incidence of diabetes,
obesity and others chronic degenerative diseases is increasing in the population. Therefore, in
countries with the major genetic diversity of the species, the common bean is losing its social
role. Currently, different researchers are publishing articles demonstrating the protective effect
of green or dry beans in the prevention of diverse diseases, including cancer, and other research
groups are demonstrating the functional properties. However, there is scarce or no research
oriented towards solving the social problem of malnutrition, which is also associated with the
reduction in the information available to consumers and non‐experts. Today, it is not enough
to demonstrate that high genetic diversity exists in common beans with the accompanying
nutritional and nutraceutical potential; we must test its utility to solve social problems.
Acknowledgements
The authors are grateful for the financial support provided by the National Polytechnic
Institute (project nos. 1636 and 1752); CONACYT‐Ciencia Basica (project no. 181756); and
COFAA‐IPN, EDI‐IPN, and S.N.I. fellows.
Author details
José Luis Chávez‐Servia1*, Elena Heredia‐García2, Netzahualcoyotl Mayek‐Pérez3,
Elia N. Aquino‐Bolaños4, Sanjuana Hernández‐Delgado3, José C. Carrillo‐Rodríguez5,
Homar R. Gill‐Langarica3 and Araceli M. Vera‐Guzmán1
*Address all correspondence to: jchavezs@ipn.mx
1 National Polytechnic Institute, CIIDIR‐Oaxaca, Mexico
2 National Institute of Forest, Agricultural and Livestock Research (INIFAP), Experimental
Station‐El Bajio, Celaya, Mexico
3 National Polytechnic Institute, Center of Genomic Biotechnology, Reynosa, Mexico
4 Basic Sciences Institute‐Universidad Veracruzana, Jalapa, Mexico
5 Technologic Institute of the Oaxaca Valley, Oaxaca, Mexico
Grain Legumes24
References
[1] Singh BD, Gutierrez JA, Molina A, Urrea C, Gepts P. Genetic diversity in cultivated
common bean: II. Marker‐based analysis of morphological and agronomic traits. Crop
Science. 1991a;31:23–29. DOI: 10.2135/cropsci1991.0011183X003100010005x
[2] Singh BD, Gepts P, Debouck DG. Races of common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris, Fabaceae).
Economic Botany. 1991b;45:379–396. DOI: 10.1007/BF02887079.
[3] Papa R, Gepts P. Asymmetry of gene flow and differential geographical structure of
molecular diversity in wild and domesticated common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) from
Mesoamerica. Theoretical and Applied Genetics. 2003;106:239–250. DOI: 10.1007/
s00122‐002‐1085‐z.
[4] Bitocchi E, Nanni L, Bellucci E, Rossi M, Giardini A, Zeuli PS, Logozzo G, Stougaard J,
McClean P, Attene G, Papa R. Mesoamerican origin of the common beans (Phaseolus
vulgaris L.) is revealed by sequence data. In: Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the USA; 2012. 109:E788–E796.
[5] Angioi SA, Rau D, Attene G, Nanni L, Bellucci E, Logozzo G, Negri V, Spagneoletti‐
Zeuli PL, Papa R. Beans in Europe: origin and structure of the European landraces of
Phaseolus vulgaris L. Theoretical and Applied Genetics. 2010;121:829–843. DOI: 10.1007/
s00122‐010‐1353‐2
[6] Asfaw A, Blair MW, Almekinders C. Genetic diversity and population structure of
common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) landraces from the East African highlands.
Theoretical and Applied Genetics. 2009;120:1–12. DOI: 10.1007/s00122‐009‐1154‐7
[7] Zhang X, Blair MW, Wang S. Genetic diversity of Chinese common bean (Phaseolus
vulgaris L.) landraces accessed with simple sequence repeat markers. Theoretical and
Applied Genetics. 2008;117:629–640. DOI: 10.1007/s00122‐008‐0807‐2.
[8] Kumar V, Sharma S, Sharma AK, Kumar M, Sharma S, Malik S, Singh KP, Sanger RS,
Bhat RS. Genetic diversity in indicant common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) using
random amplified polymorphic DNA markers. Physiology and Molecular Biology of
Plants. 2008;14:383–387. DOI:
[9] Camacho TC, Maxted N, Scholten M, Ford‐Lloyd B. Defining and identifying crop
landraces. Plant Genetic Resources: Characterization and Utilization. 2006;3:373–384.
DOI: 10.1079/PGR200591
[10] Arenas WC, Cardozo CI, Baena M. Analysis of seed systems in Latin American
countries. Acta Angronomica 2015;64:223–229. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.15446/
acag.v64n3.43985
[11] GRAIN. New mega‐treaty in the pipeline: what doses RCEP means for farmers’ seeds
in Asia? GRAIN, 07 March 2016. DOI: URL:/e/5405
Diversity of Common Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) Landraces and the Nutritional Value of their Grains
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/63439
25
[12] Blair MW, Soler A, Cortés AJ. Diversification and population structure in common
beans (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). PLoS One 2012;7:e49488. DOI: 10.1371/journal‐pone.
0049488
[13] Piergiovanni AR, Lioi L. Intalian common bean landraces: history, genetic diversity and
seed quality. Diversity. 2010;2:837–862. DOI: 10.3390/d2060837
[14] Hernández‐López  VM,  Vargas‐Vásquez  MLP,  Muruaga‐Martínez  JS,  Hernández‐
Delgado  S,  Mayek‐Pérez  N.  Origin,  domestication  and  diversification  of
common  beans:  advances  and  perspectives.  Revista  Fitotecnia  Mexicana.
2013;36:95–104.
[15] Bermeo A, Couturier S, Galeana PM. Conservation of traditional smallholder cultiva‐
tion systems in indigenous territories: Mapping land availability for milpa cultivation
in the Huasteca Poblana, Mexico. Applied Geography. 2014;53:299–310. DOI: 10.1016/
j.apgeog.2014.06.003.
[16] Boege E. The Biocultural Patrimony of the Indigenous Villages from Mexico. Toward
in situ conservation of the biodiversity and agrobiodiversity in the indigenous territo‐
ries. Instituto Nacional de Antropología e Historia y Comisión Nacional para el
Desarrollo de los Pueblos Indígenas, Mexico, D.F.; 2010. 342 p.
[17] Gorenflo LJ, Romaine S, Mittermeier RA, Walker‐Painemilla K. Co‐occurrence of
linguistic and biological diversity in biodiversity hotspots and high biodiversity
wilderness areas. In: Proceedings of National Academy of Science of the USA; 2002.
109:8032–8037.
[18] Leterme P. Recommendations by health organizations for pulse consumption. British
Journal of Nutrition. 2002;88:S239–S242.
[19] Leterme P, Muñoz LC. Factors influencing pulse consumption in Latin America. British
Journal of Nutrition. 2002;88:S251–S254.
[20] Aparicio‐Fernández X, García‐Gasca T, Yousef GG, Lila MA, González‐de Mejía E,
Lorca‐Piña G. Chemopreventive activity of polyphenolics from black Jamapa bean
(Phaseolus vulgaris L.) on HeLa and HaCaT Cells. Journal of Agricultural and Food
Chemistry. 2006;54:2116–2122. DOI: 10.1021/jf052974m.
[21] Reynoso‐Camacho E, Ramos‐Gomez M, Loarca‐Pina, G. Bioactive components in
common beans (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). In: Guevara‐González RG, Torres‐Pacheco I,
editors. Advances in Agricultural and Food Biotechnology. Research Signpost, Kerala,
India; 2006. 217–236.
[22] Hernández‐Saavedra  A,  Mendoza‐Sánchez  M,  Hernández‐Montiel  HL,  Guzmán‐
Maldonado  HS,  Loarca‐Piña  GF,  Salgado  LM,  Reynoso‐Camacho  R.  Cooked
common  beans  (Phaseolus  vulgaris)  protect  against  β‐cell  damage  in
streptozotocin‐induced  diabetic  rats.  Plant  Foods  for  Human  Nutrition.
2013;68:207–212.
Grain Legumes26
[23] Suárez‐Martínez SE, Ferriz‐Martínez RA, Campos‐Vega E, Elton‐Punete JE, de la Torre‐
Carbot K, García‐Gasca T. Bean seeds: leading nutraceutical source for human health.
CyTA‐Journal of Food. 2015: DOI: 10.1080/19476337.2015.1063548.
[24] Blair MW, González LF, Kimani PM, Butare L. Genetic diversity, inter‐gene pool
introgression and nutritional quality of common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) from
Central Africa. Theoretical and Applied Genetics. 2010;121:237–248. DOI: 10.1007/
s00122‐010‐1305‐x
[25] FAOSTAT. Production by crops and country 2013: Dry beans [Internet]. 2013. Statistics
Division, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Rome, Italy.
Available from: http://faostat3.fao.org/download/Q/QC/E [accessed: 2015‐11‐28].
[26] Service of Agro‐food and Fishing Information (SIAP). Statistics of Agricultural
production 2014 in Mexico [Internet]. 2015. Servicio de Información Agroalimentaria y
Pesquera (SIAP), Secretaria de Agricultura, Ganadería, Desarrollo Rural, Pesca y
Alimentación (SAGARPA). Mexico, D.F. Available from: http://www.siap.gob.mx/
cierre‐de‐la‐produccion‐agricola‐por‐cultivo/ [accessed: 2015–11–28].
[27] Aguirre‐Arenas J, Escobar‐Pérez M, A. Chávez‐Villasana A. Evaluation of the food
consumption and nutrition in four rural communities. Salud Pública en México
1998;40:398–407.
[28] Espinosa‐Pérez EN, Ramírez‐Vallejo P, Crosby‐Galván MM, Estrada‐Gómez JA, Lucas‐
Florentino B, Chávez‐Servia JL. Classification of common dry bean landraces from the
south‐center of Mexico by seed morphology. Revista Fitotecnia Mexicana. 2015;29:29–
38.
[29] Khattab RY, Arnfield SD, Nyachoti CM. Nutritional quality of legume seeds as affected
by some physical treatments, part 1: protein quality evaluation. LWT‐Food Science and
Technology. 2009;42:1107–1112. DOI: 10.1016/j.lwt.2009.02.009
[30] Campos‐Vega R, Loarca‐Piña G, Oomah BD. Minor components of pulses and their
potential impact on human health. Food Research International. 2010;43:461–482. DOI:
DOI: 10.1016/j.foodres.2009.09.004
[31] Boye J, Zare F, Pletch A. Pulse proteins: processing characterization, functional
properties and applications in food and feed. Food Research International. 2010;43:414–
431. DOI: 10.1016/j.foodres.2009.09.003
[32] Móller BSF, Pappas GJ, Valdisser PAMR, Coelho GRC, de Menezes IPP, Abreu AG,
Borba TCO, Sakamoto T, Brondani C, Barros EG, Vianello RP. An operational SNP panel
integrated to SSR marker for the assessment of genetic diversity and population
structure of the common bean. Plant Molecular Biology Reporter. 2015;33:1697–1711.
DOI: 10.1007/s11105‐015‐0866‐x
[33] Bitocchi E, Bellucci E, Giardiani A, Rau D, Rodriguez M, Biagetti, Santilocchi R,
Spagneoletti‐Zeuli PL, Logozzo, Attene G, Nanni L, Papa R. Molecular analysis of the
Diversity of Common Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) Landraces and the Nutritional Value of their Grains
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/63439
27
parallel domestication of the common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) in Mesoamerica and the
Andes. New Phytologist. 2013;197:300–313. DOI: 10.1111/j.1469‐8137.2012.04377.x
[34] Lépiz R, Ramírez D. The Wild Relatives of Common Beans in the Western of Mexico.
Universidad de Guadalajara, México; 2010. 64 p.
[35] Lépiz R, López JJ, Sánchez JJ, Santacruz‐Ruvalcaba F, Nuño R, Rodríguez E. Morpho‐
logical traits of cultivated, wild and weedy forms in climbing common bean. Revista
Fitotecnia Mexicana. 2010;33:21–28.
[36] Vargas‐Vázquez MLP, Muruaga‐Martínez JS, Pérez‐Herrera P, Gill‐Langarica HR,
Esquivel‐Esquivel G, Martínez‐Damián MA, Rosales‐Serna R, Mayek‐Pérez N. Mor‐
phoagronomic characterization of the INIFAP core collection of the cultivated from
common bean. Agrociencia. 2008;42:787–797.
[37] Vidal‐Barahona A, Lagunes‐Espinoza LC, Valadez E, Ortiz‐García CF. Morphological
and molecular variability among native and commercial cultivars of black bean in
Tabasco, Mexico. Revista Fitotecnia Mexicana. 2006;29:273–281.
[38] Muñoz‐Velázquez EE, Rubio‐Hernández D, Bernal‐Lugo I, Garza‐García R, Jacinto‐
Hernández C. Characterization of native bean genotypes from the state of Hidalgo
based on its grain quality. Agricultura Técnica en México. 2009;35:426–435.
[39] Salinas‐Moreno Y, Rojas‐Herrera L, Sosa‐Montes E, Pérez‐Herrera P. Anthocyanin
composition in black bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) varieties grown in Mexico. Agrocien‐
cia. 2005;39:385–394.
[40] Espinosa‐Alonso LG, Lygin A, Widholm JM, Valverde ME, Paredes‐López O. Polyphe‐
nols in wild and weedy Mexican common beans (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). Journal of
Agricultural and Food Chemistry. 2006;54:4436–4444. DOI: 10.1021/jf060185e.
[41] Scarano D, Rubio F, Ruiz JJ, Rao R, Corrado G. Morphological and genetic diversity
among and within common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) landraces from the Campania
region (Southern Italy). Scientia Horticulturae. 2014;180:72–78. DOI: 10.1016/j.scienta.
2014.10.013.
[42] Ceylan A, Necip Öcal N, Mikail Akbulut M. Genetic diversity among the Turkish
common bean cultivars (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) as assessed by SRAP, POGP and cpSSR
markers. Biochemical Systematics and Ecology. 2014;54:219–229. DOI: 10.1016/j.bse.
2014.01.014.
[43] Rivera A, Roselló S, Casañas F. Seed curvature as a useful marker to transfer morpho‐
logic, agronomic, chemical and sensory traits from Ganxet common bean (Phaseolus
vulgaris L.). Scientia Horticulturae. 2015;197:476–482.DOI: 10.1016/j.scienta.2015.10.006.
[44] Ramírez‐Pérez AR, Díaz‐Ruiz R, Jacinto‐Hernández C, Paredes‐Sánchez JA, Garza‐
García R. Diversity of native beans from different regions of the state of Puebla. Revista
Mexicana de Ciencias Agrícolas. 2012;3:467–480.
Grain Legumes28
[45] Cruz‐Balarezo J, Camarena‐Mayta F, Pierre‐Baudoin J, Huaringa‐Joaquín A, Blas‐
Sevillano R. Agromorphological evaluation and molecular characterization of ñuña
(Phaseolus vulgaris L.). IDESIA (Chile), 2010;27:29–40.
[46] Paredes M, Becerra V, Tay J. Inorganic nutritional composition of common beans
(Phaseolus vulgaris L.) genotypes race Chile. Chilean Journal of Agricultural Research.
2009;69:486–495.
[47] Prolla  IRD,  Garcia‐Barbosa  R,  Veeck  APL,  Augusti  PR,  da  Silva  LP,  Ribeiro
ND,  Emanuelli  T.  Cultivar,  harvest  year  and  storage  conditions  affecting
nutritional  quality  of  common  beans  (Phaseolus  vulgaris  L.).  Ciência  e
Tecnologia  de  Alimentos.  2010;30(Supl.  1):  96–102.  DOI:  10.1590/
S0101‐20612010000500016.
[48] Guzmán SH, Acosta JA, Álvarez‐Muñoz MA, García‐Delgado S, Loarca‐Piña G. Food
quality and nutraceutical potential of bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). Agricultura Técnica
en México. 2002;28:159–173.
[49] Barampama Z, Simard RE. Effects of soaking, cooking and fermentation on composi‐
tion, in‐vitro starch digestibility and nutritive value of common beans. Plant Foods for
Human Nutrition. 1995;48:349–365. DOI: 10.1007/BF01088494.
[50] Reynoso  R,  Ríos  MC,  Torres  I,  Acosta  JA,  Palomino  AC,  Ramos  M,  González
E,  Guzmán SH.  Common bean (Phaseolus  vulgaris  L.)  consumption and its  effects
on  colon  cancer  in  Sprague‐Dawley  rats.  Agricultura  Técnica  en  México.
2007;33:43–52.
[51] Solano‐Cervantes F, Díaz‐Ruíz R, Jacinto‐Hernández J, Aguirre‐Álvarez L, Huerta‐de
la Peña A. Agricultural practices, morphologic, proteinic and culinary description of
the grain of beans cultivars sowed in the region of Tlatzala, Guerrero. Ra Ximhai.
2009;5:187–199.
[52] Santalla M, Fueyo MA, Rodino AP, Montero I, de Ron AM. Breeding for culinary and
nutritional quality of common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) in intercropping systems
with maize (Zea mays L.). Biotechnology, Agronomy and Society and Environment.
1999;3:225–229.
[53] Moraghan JT, Grafton K. Genetic diversity and mineral composition of common bean
seed. Journal of the Science of Food and Agriculture. 2001;81:404–408. DOI:
10.1002/1097‐0010(200103)81:4<404::AID‐JSFA822>3.0.CO;2‐H.
[54] Beebe S, Gonzalez A, Rengifo J. Research on trace minerals in the common bean. Food
and Nutrition Bulletin. 2000;21:387–391. DOI: 10.1177/156482650002100408.
[55] Guzmán‐Maldonado SH, Acosta‐Gallegos J, Paredes‐López O. Protein and mineral
content of a novel collection of wild and weedy common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.).
Journal of the Science of Food and Agriculture. 2000;80:1874–1881. DOI:
10.1002/1097‐0010(200010)80:13<1874::AID‐JSFA722>3.0.CO;2‐X.
Diversity of Common Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) Landraces and the Nutritional Value of their Grains
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/63439
29
[56] Bidoli E, Talamini R, Bosetti C, Negri E, Maruzzi D, Montella M, Franceschi S, La
Vecchia C. Macronutrients, fatty acids, cholesterol and prostate cancer risk. Annals of
Oncology. 2005;16:152–157. DOI: 10.1093/annonc/mdi010.
[57] Campos‐Vega R, Loarca‐Piña G, Oomah BD. Minor components of pulses and their
potential impact on human health. Food Research International. 2010;43:461–482. DOI:
10.1016/j.foodres.2009.09.004.
[58] Welch RM. Linkages between trace elements in food crops and human health. In:
Alloway BJ, editor. Micronutrients Deficiencies in Global Crop Production. Springer
Netherlands, Heidelberg, Germany; 2008. p. 287–309.
[59] Gouveia CSS, Freitas G, de Brito JH, Slaski JJ, Pinheiro‐de‐Carbalho MAA. Nutritional
and mineral variability in 52 accessions of common bean varieties (Phaseolus vulgaris
L.) from Madeira Island. Agricultural Sciences. 2014;5:317–329. DOI: 10.4236/as.
2014.54034.
[60] Welch RM, Graham RD. Breeding for micronutrients in staple food crops from human
nutrition perspective. Journal of Experimental Botany. 2004;55:353–364. DOI:
10.1093/jxb/erh064.
[61] Welch RM, House WA, Beebe S, Cheng Z. Genetic selection for enhanced bioavailable
levels of iron in bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) seeds. Journal of Agricultural and Food
Chemistry. 2000;48:3576–3580. DOI: 10.1021/jf0000981.
[62] Teixeira RKS, Lima DC, Abreu AFB, Ramalho MAP. Implications of early selection for
grain color on iron and zinc content and productivity of common beans. Plant Breeding.
2015;134:193–196. DOI: 10.1111/pbr.12241.
[63] Golam‐Masum‐Akond ASM, Khandaker L, Berthold J, Gates L, Peters K, Delong H,
Hossain K. Anthocyanin, total polyphenols and antioxidant activity of common bean.
American Journal of Food Technology. 2011;6: 385–394. DOI: 10.3923/ajft.2011.385.394.
[64] Tsuda T, Watsnabe M, Ohshima K, Norinobu S, Choi S, Kawakishi S, Osawa T. Anti‐
oxidative activity of the anthocyanin pigments cyaniding 3‐O‐β‐D‐glucoside and
cyaniding. Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry.1994;42: 2407–2410. DOI:
10.1021/jf00047a009.
[65] Xu BJ, Yuan SH, Chang SKC. Comparative analyses of phenolic composition, antioxi‐
dant capacity, and color of cool season legumes and other selected food legumes.
Journal of Food Science. 2007;72:S167–S177. DOI: 10.1111/j.1750‐3841.2006.00261.x.
[66] Choung M, Choi B, An Y, Chu Y, Cho Y. 2003. Anthocyanin profile of Korean cultivated
kidney bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry.
2003;51: 7040–7043. DOI: 10.1021/jf0304021.
[67] Dzomba P, Togarepi E, Mupa M. Anthocyanin content and antioxidant activities of
common bean species (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) grown in Mashonaland Central, Zim‐
Grain Legumes30
babwe. African Journal of Agricultural Research. 2013;8:3330–3333. DOI: 10.5897/
AJAR12.225.
[68] Xu B, Chang SKC. Total phenolic, phenolic acid, anthocyanin, flavan‐3‐ol, and flavonol
profiles and antioxidant properties on pinto and black beans (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) as
affected by thermal processing. Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry.
2009;57:4754–4764. DOI: 10.1021/jf900695s.
[69] Boateng J, Verghese M, Walker LT, Ogutu S. Effect of processing on antioxidant contents
in selected dry beans (Phaseolus spp. L.). LWT‐Food Science and Technology.
2008;41:1541–1547. DOI: 10.1016/j.lwt.2007.11.025.
[70] Oomah BD, Cardador‐Martínez A, Loarca‐Piña G. Phenolics and antioxidative
activities in common beans (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). Journal of the Science of Food and
Agriculture. 2005;85:935–942. DOI: 10.1002/jsfa.2019.
[71] Romero‐Arenas O, Damian MA, Rivera JA, Baez A, Huerta M, Cabrera E. The nutri‐
tional value of beans (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) and its importance for feeding of rural
communities in Puebla‐Mexico. International Research Journal of Biological Science.
2013;2:59–65.
[72] Rocha‐Guzman NE, Gallegos‐Infante JA, González‐Laredo RF, Cardoza‐Cervantes V,
Reynoso‐Camacho R, Ramos‐Gomez M, García‐Gasca T, de‐Anda‐Salazar A. Evalua‐
tion of culinary quality and antioxidant capacity for Mexican common beans (Phaseolus
vulgaris L.) canned in pilot plant. International Food Research Journal. 2013;20:1087–
1093.
[73] Hernández‐Delgado S, Muruaga‐Martínez JS, Vargas‐Vázquez MLP, Martínez‐
Mondragón J, Chávez‐Servia JL, Gill‐Lagarica HR, Mayek‐Pérez N. Advances in genetic
diversity analysis of Phaseolus in Mexico. In: Caliskan M, Oz GC, Kavakli IH, Ozcan B
editors. Molecular Approaches to Genetic Diversity. Vol. 1, InTech, Rijeka, Croacia;
2015. p. 47–73. DOI: 10.5772/60029.
[74] Freytag GF, Debouck DG. Taxonomy, distribution, and ecology of the genus Phaseolus
(Leguminosae‐Papilionoidea) in North America, Mexico, and Central America.
Botanical Research Institute of Texas, Forth Worth, TX, USA; 2002. 298 p.
[75] Wilkes G. Corn, strange and marvelous: But is a definitive origin known. In: Smith,
editor. Corn: Origin, History, Technology, and Production. John Wiley & Sons, New
Jersey, USA; 2004. 3–63.
[76] Montes‐Hernandez S, Eguiarte LE. Genetic structure and indirect estimates of gene
flow in three taxa of Cucurbita (Cucurbitaceae) in western Mexico. American Journal of
Botany. 2002;89:1156–1163. DOI: 10.3732/ajb.89.7.1156.
[77] Kwak M, Kami JA, Gepts P. The putative Mesoamerican domestication center of
Phaseolus vulgaris is located in the Lerma‐Santiago basin of Mexico. Crop Science.
2009;49:554–563. DOI: 10.2135/cropsci2008.07.0421.
Diversity of Common Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) Landraces and the Nutritional Value of their Grains
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/63439
31
[78] Ferreira JJ, Alvarez E, Fueyo MA, Roca A, Giraldez R. Determination of the outcrossing
rate of Phaseolus vulgaris L. using seed protein markers. Euphytica. 2000;113:259–263.
DOI: 10.1023/A:1003907130234.
[79] Ibarra‐Perez FJ, Ehdaie B, Waines JG. Estimation of outcrossing rate in common bean.
Crop Science. 1997;37:60–65. DOI: 10.2135/cropsci1997.0011183X003700010009x.
[80] Worthington M, Soleri D, Aragón‐Cuevas F, Gepts P. Genetic composition and spatial
distribution of farmer‐managed Phaseolus bean planting: An example from a village in
Oaxaca, Mexico. Crop Science. 2012;52:1721–1735. DOI: 10.2135/cropsci2011.09.0518.
[81] Soleri D, Worthington M, Aragón‐Cuevas F, Smith SE, Gepts P. Farmers’ varietal
identification in a reference sample of local Phaseolus species in the Sierra Juárez,
Oaxaca, Mexico. Economic Botany. 2013;67:283–298. DOI: 10.1007/s12231‐013‐9248‐1.
[82] Castiñeras L, Cristóbal R, Pinedo R, Collado L, Arias L. Seed supply networks and
limitations from the informal system. In: Hermann M, Amaya K, Latournerie L,
Castiñeras L, editors. How farmers preserve their seeds in the humid tropics of Mexico,
Cuba, and Peru?, Experiences in a research project on informal seed systems. Bioversity
International, Rome, Italy; 2009. p.73–83.
[83] Latournerie L, Yupit EC, Tuxill J, Mendoza M, Arias LM, Castañón G, Chavez‐Servia
JL. Traditional systems of seed bean and squash storage in Yaxcaba, Yucatan. Revista
Fitotecnia Mexicana. 2005;28:47–53.
[84] Brown CH. Prehistoric chronology of the common bean in the new world: The linguistic
evidence. In: Staller JE, Carrasco MD, editors. Pre‐Columbian Fooways: Interdiscipli‐
nary Approaches to Food, and Markets in Ancient Mesoamerica. Springer Science, New
York, USA; 2010.273–291. DOI: 10.1007/978‐1‐4419‐0471‐3_11.
[85] Angioi SA, Desiderio F, Rau D, Bitocchi E, Attene G, Papa R. Development and use of
chloroplast microsatellites in Phaseolus spp. and other legumes. Plant Biology
2009;11:598–612. DOI: 10.1111/j.1438‐8677.2008.00143.x.
[86] National Service of Inspection and Certification of Seeds (SNCS). National Catalog of
Plant Varieties 2014. Secretaria de Agricultura, Ganadería, Desarrollo Rural, Pesca y
Alimentación (SAGARPA), Mexico D.F.; 2014. 82 p.
[87] Delgado‐Salinas A, Bibler R, Lavin M. Phylogeny of the genus Phaseolus (Leguminosae):
A recent diversification in an ancient landscape. 2006;31:779–791. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1600/036364406779695960.
[88] González‐Estrada A. Estimation of the agrarian and economic structures of corn and
bean production in Mexico. Revista Mexicana de Economía Agrícola y de los Recursos
Naturales. 2009;2:7–29.
[89] Louette D, Charrier A, Bethaud J. In situ conservation of maize in Mexico: Genetic
diversity and maize seed management in a traditional community. Economic Botany.
1997;51:20–38. DOI: 10.1007/BF02910401.
Grain Legumes32
[90] Díaz LM, Blair MW. Race structure within Mesoamerican gene pool of common bean
(Phaseolus vulgaris L.) as determined by microsatellite markers. Theoretical and Applied
Genetics. 2006;114:143–154. DOI: 10.1007/s00122‐006‐0417‐9.
[91] López JL, Ruiz JA, Sánchez JJ, Lépiz R. Climatic adaptation of 25 species of wild bean
(Phaseolus spp) in Mexico. Revista Fitotecnia Mexicana. 2005;28:221–230.
[92] Latournerie L, Moreno V, Fernández L, Pinedo R, Tun JM, Tuxill J. Traditional system
of seed storage: Importance and implications for the agrobiodiversity conservation. In:
Hermann M, Amaya K, Latournerie L and L. Castiñeras L, editors. How farmers
preserve their seeds in the humid tropics of Mexico, Cuba, and Peru?, Experiences in
a research project on informal seed systems. Bioversity International, Rome, Italy; 2009.
p. 61–72.
[93] Beaver JS, Osorno JM. Achievements and limitations of contemporary common bean
breeding using conventional and molecular approaches. Euphytica. 2009;168:145–175.
DOI: 10.1007/s10681‐009‐9911‐x.
[94] Sangerman‐Jarquín DM, Acosta‐Gallegos JA, Schwenstesius‐de‐Rindermann R,
Damian‐Huato MA, Larqué‐Saavedra BS. Considerations and social importance of the
bean crop in Central Mexico. Revista Mexicana de Ciencias Agrícolas. 2010;1:363–380.
[95] Blair MW, Astudillo C, Beebe S. Analysis of nutritional quality traits in an Andean
recombinant inbred line population. Annual Report of Bean Improvement Coopera‐
tive. 2005;48:52–53.
[96] Gelin JR, Forster S, Grafton KF, McClean PE, Rojas‐Cifuentes GA. Analysis of seed Zn
and other minerals in a recombinant inbred population of navy bean (Phaseolus vulgaris
L.). Crop Science. 2007;47:1361–1366.
[97] Teran H, Singh SP. Comparison of sources and lines selected for drought resistance in
common bean. Crop Science. 2002;42:64–70.
Diversity of Common Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) Landraces and the Nutritional Value of their Grains
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/63439
33

